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TARGET VALENQE*‘
. V%LIDITY PARADIGM
:ié'=_:;A.WH:ElE$§ has ‘eg ntly publishe& a. series of studies whigh presant

‘,!f‘-"

== §7‘

eviden:e far the feliahility and validity af scalez desigﬁed ta measure t:ust

S
and sglfﬂ zy (1975 1978 Whgeless & Gr@tz, 19§§

The trust méagu:egﬁthei_ 

lnd;vidualized Irust %cale, gaﬁsists,nf fifteen gemaﬁq;c differen i 11 items :
1

olidafity o

whigh me,su ‘e theit stwafthiness gf a speciilc targez petsan; T, .
b instrument uses Likert item55=origanal Ly ﬂinE af them, but twenty in tha later ST !#
. o o e ) E .
'-}vefé' on gf thé s ale (Wheeless, 1978) Sﬂ;idarity concerns . the closenass,:thé¥f
identificatiﬁn/’and the affiliating apa feels for anather persﬁn! ] darity =§ﬂ o
, R 4 L
and trust ré_assaciated with ane agather ampiri ally, anﬂ alsﬂ‘garrelata signifl—
~dise 1 osure CWheeless, 1976 1978; Wheeless & Grctz, ;977) ?gaﬁ .
iJl?,’rity and self—disclnsura belon ﬁ .,;k,y,elustg:;af intarﬁérsnnal- }3
f'!/éardly needs dccumentatinn hare. IhE:PUf?Qé%;Bfithé presentniﬁvésti;f»'
_andité_" !
e impétus far this stuﬂy comes. fzom twa recent pape:s whiﬁh use thasg :
1 énts to study lying (Hample, lgéD 1982} In thh experiments, trust and
ﬁg A
or batwaen.differgnt E?ﬁeg éf_liérs.:'Théﬁ -
he scaies ﬂa so. is evidance for their canstr uct validity,_ S&mé'nthér results . -
v;in Hample s pspers, hcwever, are disquiatimg.vi':; v ' _.; ;,. ) i: T
Fiz Hsmplé s factar analyses, salidarity load;ngs afa markedly
: . .
awer than in the Wheeless repgrts.z_ able 1 shéws the satiausness af the p:ablem-
INSERI TABZE 1, HERE R :
In Wheeless' ‘papér, tha sgale petfarms admiréblyZVbut-Haﬁple'sifésﬁ;ts’;ndizaté
S T : :::. . ol el T T {«a B
- iy : 3 . - .
.. ‘ . e Nl




:it?~iﬁ ﬁhé séalé. Quite a few af the iteﬂs Wnuld ngt normall_

The _ fan

vlaadings on" grnunds gi passible mat:ix insta, 1 h.f But the 1arge: sample iﬂ

. - . A A _
_ Hamgle (1982) meets reasanable standazds Ce g., HcCraskey & YGUng, 1979), and

8o must béhtaken more. 5§riagsly. 5.3 ;!t,, , '.:r%  B ;;*g; DRI .
. i . L T S R L -
A ' Thaugh the prgblems with theitrust scale are nﬂt quite so dramatic, - E; Lo

‘; iaEle;2 shaws a similar degradaticﬁ af ;gadings. Tha Wheeless and Grmﬁz (197?)

=

5 = i

LU e INSER‘I‘ TAB%E 2 HERE-' '

= ) ’ ' =
"é‘_ T .

'_results are’ more madest to bggiu w;th and halZFU§>a bit bette: than thﬁse far

the 5olidarity measufe. ‘Hawevegl masf items have lawer lﬂadings‘in Hamﬁle s

I}

~%

jularger study, and threa are below ED. 1
T ¥ N Toen X _‘\_ . [ -
Further EVldEﬁEE that the scales were, lass pura in Hample 8" stuﬂias is

alsa repartad in >;blé$~l'and 2. Iha perﬂentaga of tQEal item varia%ce acggunted .

\‘

‘far by the flrst Canly) factor af the sa;idarity Saala draps in half in Hamplg B

Eexparimeuts. ng trust the

ecline is gen;ler, but still impartant. Ihis,is a
I

;Efitlﬂal result because af nnrmal pzactice af summing items (zather than using‘igz;

b= -

ffa:tar scares) ta get instruméﬁt ‘scores.. The arigiﬁal WhEEL ess :esults arg fairly

hnut what!the item sums méﬁsu:e, but Hample s data challeﬁge Ehe g_zf

ity af suﬂh item tatals.’ .

The final difficulty whlch Hample s papers unco edrhas't —dg ”*tﬁfthéx'

.tr S and Enlidar;ty- Th$5 c Effi ignt 15».55 in Wheeléss

- ’i _-’ h In Hgmple (1980), the figu re f’i'li' is _51 and. far their victims

E Bl N

H mple’ ClESE), the cgrrelatian is .40 Thé relatiaﬂship batween trust

liﬁarlty is a thea:etigally impartant ane. If the twa ‘measures ‘do not
_=in=f t :orrelate well thé canstruct validity Df ane ﬁr bath scaleg is jeapardi;ed.
- : \ e

'; Whethﬁ; tha cﬂmmnﬂ variance of these two ccnst:ugts is clasgr to 35f folﬁx-is
- q = R IR
therefére sigﬂificant questian.z-§‘ ”>_ ' : o L TE o
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i 'f'- Several things gguld accaunt for Ehe diffe:ences bEﬁuEEﬂ_WhEElESq: aﬁ&"’
el ! - . Il B ] ‘ . )
= Hamp;e .8 results. Sample re frqm differant pupulatipns, thﬁugh unde:gréduates

aﬁd their

‘->WEIE used in all buﬁ Wheeless;
:"families prnvided data.? i

freasonably similar among ‘i

’iWh331ESE and Grotz (1977) E'bjects filled out scales at homé rather Ehan in’ .

a classroom setting of some sgrtiv-In P:inciple, either the Saﬁpiiﬁg>ﬁ? :~%;'; ”f;
Procedural differencESVCSuld Explaiﬂ the divéfgent results,,ng.it seam;, }m;>.
:}»Plaugible that the:g;;ieg ghpuld be S0 Sensitivé ta sueh minar diésimilariliés-.”.
V'Eiii1b§e theoretically intéfasting dEPaftﬁfEé have to da With the.sfalé

’ﬁargéts;» In all of Wheeless studieS, subjects received catégories f} argets -

= i = .

(e g., cla mate/cawarker) imagiﬁed a-specific perscn whn flt the gazegary,,

,1 'lled .oeut Ehe scales fgr ghat real perscn. In both. af Hample 8 expe*'—

i
/]

1ments, su ects' rasponses referred to fictionai ta g ts whn had bean invalved in.

a ﬁﬁnersaticn which Ehé studgnts had just read. So tazgets iﬁ Wheel&ss' studies o
were féal and familiar, while those in HampLe s prajects were- ﬁﬂt perhaps thé
. rea lity of or experience with the . ta:get iﬂfluEﬁces the aﬁauﬁt cf azfar in the F

ata. ”ﬁ this suppcsition, targe ts in the present study EDQfQTE to Whga;essj'

\ﬂ«

* -

'bmgthadolcgy, if %he s:al perfarm’pgorly hg:é, it.wil; nq;ﬂbé be:aﬁéé'thé .

tsrgetsiare aphemeral.»f'
_: The second diffErEﬁQE betweénrtﬁe ;ypes of.targéts is ﬁhe éne Gn which

this ‘study focuses’ All thg targets in Hample (1982) and half thgse in Hample (1980)
=werepliafs. ELiaf g;é abviausly negatively—valgncad geaple, as the means faf .

S

>.trust and sclidafity in Hamp;e - studies caﬁfirm chever, virtuallzﬁali tha

targ,ﬁs in Wheeless studiés are. Pas tive;i Tn Whaeless (1975),JEightEan targets

; ware used Df thesa, only QﬁE ("disliked Pe:snn") seems’ ta have a negative valenééﬁ'

,Wheelgss and Gfotg (1977) uaed twenty targets, only disl;kgd male and dislikad

B

»female ar Te n gative. Wheeless (1978) ”é d the: Whealess (1975) list again.; Whe eless’

Tk
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'rasults,'of Qoursa, -are based on cﬂmbiﬁed

\;.x

"7lists are :easanably vatied——they are iﬁt

L?élétiéns with. mal es-and £ malESE—they £.-

%

The present study tests the hypt**"" Rt T

~_iche validity af the trust and @lidazit!

Tova 1&,;&&_targets;aEE'éxﬁécLedstéAstimﬁ;a

 truét¥sb1idari¢y_edrfélationﬂ';ﬁaﬁ;ianhes

- _> '/,

i

QSqué;ts were 185.u ndergraduatES

zs. vihaugﬁ Ei5‘

cl@ se and discaﬁt

s LdmegE o Fere

L O =P

enralled in a uﬁivarsity=re§uired

pu b ic speakiﬂg class. 55 were male and 447 female..

70/ were juniars Gra'.

‘seniors. Students received extra: cradit fﬂr par "tiﬂ p igi . Haterials were

filled out after the regul Ql ss.meetings

f‘

Each studenc ‘was g;véi a booklet

were pre$§ntad,;ﬁ the

*'wére’typeﬂat,the*ﬁﬂ/__ the instrumant.

a

and ;h;ae gdg

trusﬁ-séélesi

in an grdiﬁary classroam._lf

eards. The bogklgt

The solidarity items'b

The trust items vere prese nted i

8

- thé=Samé;crﬁef>és in;ﬁhééiésé nd Grats C1977), with igstru;tlogs patterned

g
after thgse fﬂr Sﬁlié ityi Sevaral of the trgst iteas wera reve:sed “in palarity

to avaid responsé‘s SQ Fﬂllcw1ng Hample (1980 1982) the secgnd*item was

frewcrdéd slighﬁly é; increasa clarity-- "I am" was added .to . trustful/distrugtful

T

of this pér5§n_j

b_E h ind-x card had one af 22 target persans on it.. Half these ‘were .

' positive and half negative. The pésitiva targets were Cstimuli also us ed Ey;!“"

Wheeléss are§§ arisked) most likad fgmale,* mOSt liked male,* thhEr * father *‘

_barber/haifdgegser,* min;gter/priest/rabbi & favar;te high sghoaL teaﬁhef,

”roommata,* amé;éya ,* cowarka:/classmate

;wefe:-ﬁggtaaiéliked male,* mgst disliked fema;e,* Ennceitad male, c@nceited

* and dﬂatgr. 4

\The negative targets

L o S
= Ly

™



teacher, dishaﬁégt policeman, samegne who 1135 a Lot, and scmeong WhD;dOESﬂ tr>?

fepay dehts., ThEEE Largets Wé;E fandamiy distribuﬁed with the stipulatian that :;.

each Studénﬁ re¢eived ;thléast one" af eagh valenéa._ Ln 1ina with Wheeless o
avaﬁCEdurES, étudents wefe allowad to tr >d iJ't rglfrl whie ﬁ_ re unfamiliar,

famale, tude SElESPEfEﬂﬂ, male conv;cted of :apé, femala pfastitute,

,fi’“

14 negative stimuli were -turned back (the most frequent were the-rapistzand

he pr Stitute, at’ 4 t;mes Each), as.; wera 4 pgsit;ve Eatgéts.;

i

‘sStu dé,; p ided data three times,gtha effective sample sisa is 13rge: than 185.

5

F
i
. . = . ‘1

279 sets’ of data We:e ab;aingd fﬂ: pcsitive tar

=

~valenced ones. - . .

‘Stuéénts p:gvided data on - :amputaz—raadable fcrms

'sa en itgms, as is al h cagg in ;he Wheelesg?%xperiments._,Stgdé

AR 4

iﬁ abaut 25 minutes, aﬁd were debriefed;

:\‘S

S

Induction ', ;V S
[ ‘&.- B

campariug the data frgm ea h ;anditian on séveral varia'

} theﬁgrcups dlffe;g? sigﬁificantly (X%=77 1 X éD 3, t=15 62, pf DD;}, as Ehey

E?’ ;

T
uH

, did@fﬁor’tfﬁ- Eip
‘e

target as b i ng

These ﬁariables al%‘ p uced significant ccﬁstrasts (X ,4 5 X 2 Q*“t—lz 51

£

pi'.bﬂl ‘;ini-‘i' E:.,z X =L 9 t-ell; 03, p

u&‘lw

C o=

‘;92; Wheeless (19.8) prDItE .97 far his 14 item varsian of -

(1980) givez Crﬂn

é

s . Results

DDl

=32, s t=25.34, p<. DDl)

EY

ésPactively)

173

-

i A

:?_

Si' L each

gets, and 374 :or nggatively

All sgalas weré

)

=

Th‘ validity af tha pasitive/negative aperatianaiisatiﬂn was’ tEsted by

Subjegts alsa rated each’

g Eivg pé:san/pggitiVE persan and clase tc me/far ftﬂm mE.;

All differencés .

sin Whee;ess and Grotz (1977) e sp li =half :ELiability far Erust ig =

thg scala. Hample fj,'

,clidarity,

nts finiéhéd>

&

ctinns.v Thé valence inductign was clearly sugcessfui.

T

ach 8" §;phas Df .90 and 92 for the vigtim's and liaf B data{;'"
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Hamplev(LSBZ) reports an alpha of 92.‘ Tn&"e ﬁfe sent’ study, alpha is .97 fof R
irpﬁsitive ones.i_ fA..J"“i_ ,%3:f§ -

ﬁ;%%;%%%%zfr salidarity, Wheeless (1978) reparts reliability of- .95. Hample,i -

= £ )

(1930) givgs 87 and SE as the figures for vicﬁims and liars, while Hample

(1982) prQfES a value of 89.. The present data yield an alpha af 96 far 31;7

= . - =

data, .93 for qagatiye targets; ani 95 far positive targéts.'»

. W ) : Lot
Tn sum, bothugeéies confinue to be extremaly ;eliable and valenca ;i'{'

N .
. i - - PR

k' * . ' =

tafgat is irrelevant. S e

Trust- Qlidarity Corrglatian [ S R B :
. B g . =.€4 £ - L c . . R .

ThE griginal fEFQEt of tﬁe trust:%Q%i;

:ity cerrelation wési,EE (Whealess,
« b

1973); Hample (lQSO) gives .51 and 53 for 1iar;ana victim, whilé Hample (1982)

'

7‘(p§g0ﬂ;)3_.43 (p{.DDL) for

&,

Eeparts .éQ._ HEEE, the figu:e far all data

-

‘ nagative targats, and 44 (p§ DDl) fgr Pasiti

&Vélenié of t':g et abviausly makag a cans derabla diffe&énge in these

znrﬁélatioggp Fignres l 2 and 3 dramatigall shcw what the true relatinnship -

R
)

4 . INSERI FIGUEES 1, 2 AHD 3 HERE . . .

. ) . . o
\ . . A . . 7‘-, e “,_7..,'.--, +

e Figura 1 is the scatterplat*for all data, an& displays the expe:tabla pattern e
zwhich aught to appgar f0f a fairly large pgstive Eorrélatian. Figure 2 sﬁaws

-
the game plat for negative targets,,hgwever, and Figure 3 givas the pasitive .

':resultsi As is plain, the negativg and pasiti pagte_iﬁ-are very s;milar,,but
o ' -

5 L

are - in diff n po%ﬁiéﬁg,;f the vgriable spage; Bath graphs show mcderata -
relatianships.f Oﬂly whén Figures 2 and ‘3 are superimpased daes the "cleér" Vs
:relatignship Gf Figufe l appear. This meaus that Fig  1 ‘ap és é%ts a ﬂ=.f, _;;:
spuriausly 1arge cufrelation coeffic{ant, aﬁd that the Dnly valid szatisti S 7@??

%
:this study a;e .43 and .44 ' The tthE plnts tngether p:ovide unequxvocal

Evidenﬁe Ehat valen:e of target mediates the relatianship between trust and
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- e -_1h_1 i D A

Séliéarityi; Siﬁte Wheeless (1978) usad only one negative é geé;zﬁiélfeéultlis
. ‘ N . ,
'*ﬂnat as thozgughly QOﬁfBUhded as the ali data cOnditiﬁn hera. ,Even sa, the IR

- i LI

. present Eorrelaﬁicng aught to be pr efe ed‘tg Wheeless' -as a mnre»ae;uzate
:indicatinn af tha trustasalidarity relatiouship,'especially if oua wishes to

Egeneralize to onl pasitivg (or negazive) tafgets. . A
B ‘::,= '._ : o e :‘,,>=V o)
»Factor Analy ’ ' ’ ) o ‘

’ Iablé Sﬁpresengs the trust 1oadings far the presant study. Ihbée-ffoml

- Whaeless and Grotg (1?77) are also fépfoduced for cogvanlen;e. -For tha ‘all data L

o=

R canditlan, loadings aré actually a li;tle better than in tha ariginai study.

A

NSEEI TAB 3 HERE L

R . @I . I

-

b ,’v . . R T, .

A =

For ei;her negative or pasitlve Ea:gats, hawevar, 1oadiﬁgs worsen. The per-— '

:centage Df variance gxplainad is gofrespnndingly high for all data, and muﬁh

& f

lnwer far eagh valence canditiﬂn., The 1atter figu:eg are, howEver,ﬁquite gl@se

‘to thase regarted in Hampl 's studies (see Table Z) : Sample sizas,’éven iﬂ the S

tvalance cnnditiﬂgs, are large encugh ta %ave generatéd stab;e corralatian mat:ices,
N _ :
vaﬁd should ;thEfare have had 1ittle effgct ‘on these results. o

=

Téa parallel salidarity 1@adings are in Tablé b Ihe all:iata condition .

does not do quite as well as° Ehg griginal repart, but loadings are sfiil éémpafablé"
; S ST e AR .

' o ’ - @ oo, — - .l’- e : =t

£ ST : AU INEERI TABLE 4 HERE

‘Once again, baﬁh valan:e cnﬂditions produce worse 1oadings. -Vsriance aécau ed

" for is lowest for’ hése 1atter ;oluﬁms as ‘well, althaugh neit h,r‘fesgit ig'aé T
S : N R
_pnor as Hamplg repnrts (see Table 1) As befarei'sampla~sizes‘iﬁ thefprésent,

»S udy are suffiei

4

! Table 5 presents Ehe r g 1 ts nf statig iral Egmpatisons amang the- studies

— - _JS—A

L i T
reparted in Tabla 3 and 4., The

,E,ﬂbefficients :epazted in tha body of thE'

- S H . . . . . .




table*aré,ﬁéééuréssbf'éséééiafian between the 1oadings re 7lzing £r @m the vardous .
. : T, N v : ‘ . - L :

-~ data sets..jThié-écﬁgfhgﬁaébtééfﬁiéignt is similar Cbut ﬂnt idant gal)'tg' o
Wi e I v _ LT
% "' INSERT.TABLE 5 HERE |

APéafgénfs;rggiIE 1s ‘a- convenient iﬁdé$;§f>facébf similarity, and significance

levels fnr;it have'bégnipublishad (see Cattell, 1973,;@p_.251525, for the calcu-

 1§ i on formula’ and discussimn, and pp_,5684559afqr the sigﬂific anc % éable); As

the résults clearly ;ndiaate, the trust and éalida:ity-sca les: have the Bame -
ESSéﬁtial pattermns in Each data’ set. -
) . ) .

. iﬂtersitem relatignships withln each scale as well.

‘Ihe-effact'dfﬂthié is that _negat

i Ih p 5 tr sults canfirm the réliability and - basiqis;rugture for bg h
the trust . and- the salidaflty instruments_ Tafget valence, hnwever, ce 'Laiﬁly

med;ates the relatianship bétﬁ%ﬁﬁ thesg two megsures, and'may_w311 bé média;ing

m ‘-
mw

The'mech nis Qf valenge ﬁédiaﬁian is Ehis._;Né ative and positive t

stlmnlate fadicaliy differen fﬁﬁ}ﬁgsvgn Ehe:itéms, as Ehe-inductian fasﬁltg shﬁw;:
6 C - R
ive _;argatfzptad E 1aw rafings on the items and

p@sitivf tﬂtgets_regeife highér scores. Negative and pDSiElVE stimuli will

-tﬂefgfare each have'élustéts of P@iﬁts-ifﬁr any two given scale ité’g) i

different Qa;nefs'cf tha Variabi:;spagé.' When all tha &a;a are’ included in a

-é%frélatian,'chg tﬁD'ClHEféfS*tégéthér prﬁdu;e a pattern ggrrespcnd,ug to

a
. s

scrcng ggrfelatian, even. thgugh the relationship’ may be medioere cr'cemple;ely _

p
-absent- in’ one or bnth clus ers. The high énrfil;tiais and gan;nmitantly high

O

lgadi ngs whic hvggpaa ‘when data for pasiiive and’ negative targeté aré juﬁblegh:-

= -
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